
I66

Recent foreign Theology.
fi9r. ~oe~.~er on (Recent ~ri~ici>~m

of ‘ Z~e Q§ct6.’
THE volume of theological essays 1 recently pub-
lished in honour of the semi - jubilee of Dr.

Hermann Cremer contains an important article on
’ The Acts of the Apostles as a subject of Higher
and Lower Criticism,’ by Dr. OTTO ZBCKLFR, the
author of the Commentary on the Acts in the

KTirzgefasster Conrme~atar. The article abounds
in suggestive critical comments on ancient and

modern theories of the Sources’ of this book;
but its main purpose is to show-with especial
reference to the researches of Professor Blass-

that the problems in lower criticism which present
themselves to the student of the text of The

Acts ’ should be faced and, if possible, solved
before the higher critic ventures to declare that it

is impossible, on internal grounds, to suppose that
the book was the work of a single author.

Z6ckler admits that the existence of the ’we-

sections’ in the Acts is sufficient to justify the

supposition that the book in its present form

may be a compilation from two or more earlier
works. The arguments adduced in support of this

hypothesis must, therefore, be carefully weighed,
for the unity of the book cannot be maintained if
this involves the acceptance of Baur’s suggestion
that the use of we’ instead of ‘ they ’ is only a
rhetorical device of the author ; this part of Baur’s

theory is now, however, rejected by most of his
disciples, because the freshness of the narrative in
the we-sections’ gives an unbiassed reader the

impression that the historian was an eye-witness of
the events he so graphically describes.
The theory of composite authorship was ad-

vocated by the majority of critics who wrote before
i85o ’with moderation and on grounds of historic
possibility and probability,’ the chief dispute being
as to the identification of the author of Part ii.

(chs. xiii.-xxviii.) which contains the ’ we-sections.’
The most influential of the opponents of Luke’s
claimswere Schleiermacher, who suggestedTimothy,
and Schwanbeck, who argued in favour of Silas ; &dquo;

but neither of these hypotheses was accepted by
the critics of the Tiibingen school (e.g. Overbeck
and Zeller) who flourished in the period 1850 to
i 890 ; indeed, amongst those who protested against
the unity of the book were some who held most
firmly that Luke must have been the prime author
of the ‘ we-sections,’ and some (e.g. Wendt) who
included several of the earlier chapters amongst
the writings of Luke.

Z6ckler contrasts the moderation of these writers

with the boldness ’ of their latest successors, who

during the years 1890-1895 have critically analysed
the Book of Acts, and constructed theories which
claim to account for the origin of the various
sections into which their diverse hypotheses divide
it. ‘ There are six of them, an average of one a
year.’ The six critics referred to are Van Manen,
Sorof, Feine, Spitta, Clemen, and Jungst, and they
to a large extent answer each other. Jiingst, the
latest of them, aptly describes as ’too artificial’ the
theory of Clemen, which requires four sources and
three editors ; Spitta is content with two sources
and one editor, Source A being remarkable for its
internal probability or the absence of miracles,
whilst Source B abounds in such narratives; but
against Spitta’s clever attempt to trace through the
whole book the interwoven strands of these two

supposed sources, Z6ckler forcefully urges the

argument from language, and shows that Luke’s
well-known peculiarities of diction and style are

found in both sources alike. Jiingst endeavours,
by means of a careful lexical analysis, to dis-
criminate between the two sources and the inter-

polations of an editor; but Z6ckler gives good
reasons for pronouncing this argument-always
untrustworthy by itself-to be in this case incon-
clusive. Hence Clemen is amply justified when
he retorts that the theory of Jiingst is ’ too artificial.’

For the purpose of this essay it is not needful
to refer at length to the views of such critics as
Joh. Weiss and Holtzmann, whose attitude towards
these recent hypotheses is described as one of
‘cautious reserve,’ nor to Hilgenfeld, who is re-

cognised as one of the ablest defenders of the
view which he advocated twenty years ago in his

Einleitzmg in das Neue Testament, that the original
source of the first part of the Acts is a Petrine

and Judaistic work which the writer to Theophilus

1 Greifswalder Studien. Theologische Abhandlungen
Hermann Cremer zum 25 j&auml;hrigen Professorenjubilaum
dargebracht. G&uuml;tersluh: C. Bertelsmann. 6 Mk.
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revised. But the theory of Professor Blass de-

mands and receives a more thorough considera-

tion ; for if it be established, it renders all these

fantastic attempts at analysis superfluous and

untenable.
In Z6ckler’s opinion Blass has shown that the

Acts is not a compilation of the work of several
authors writing from different points of view, but
that Luke himself wrote out his own work twice;
the first draft represented by Codex Bezoe being
less complete, but in parts more exact and circum-
stantial, whilst the copy represented by the texts
of the older uncial manuscripts often abbreviates
and summarises, though in parts it is more elegant
in style. Z6ckler, however, differs from Blass in

thinking that the ‘ we-sections’ may have had a

separate existence as Luke’s own report of his

experience as a companion of Paul. Reference

is made to some of the objections urged against
the theory of Blass, though a fuller discussion of
the views of Professor Ramsay would have been
welcome. On some of the main questions still at

issue, Zockler’s judgment is as follows :-
There is only one thoroughly satisfactory ex-

planation of the many peculiarities which distinguish
the ~(3-text (AVestern) of the Acts from the a-text

(Eastern) ; the Western text is not the result of

the arbitrary inclusion of later glosses, but in age
and importance ranks not far behind the Eastern
recension, and in spite of the corrupt and frag-
mentary condition of the manuscripts which re-

present it, must be regarded as one of the oldest
historical memorials of Christianity.
To the arguments adduced by Blass to prove

the originality of the /3-text another might be

added, which would show the impossibility of

tracing the variations of the /3-text to any definite
tendency of the writer. Cremer and Resch have

suggested a Judaising tendency, but not a few of
the peculiarities might with greater probability be
ascribed to Gentile influences, whilst many more
have no connexion with this controversy at all.
Chase has endeavoured to prove that there is a

Syriac element in the ~3-text, and with him Rendel
Harris is in partial agreement; but the alleged
Syriacisms do not clearly appear to be such. More-
over, it is only the Philoxenian-Syriac version to

which the /3-text is supposed to conform ; nor are
we told how Cyprian and Augustine came under
this Syriacising influence. Ramsay’s hypothesis
that the /3-text is a revision made in Asia Minor

explains only the accuracy of the geographical
references to Paul’s labours in those regions ;
whereas examples which are proportionately even
more numerous and striking might be given of

the writer’s most exact acquaintance with the

localities in Palestine, Macedonia, Greece, and

, Rome.

All the problems involved in this essay are not

yet solved. Many of the various readings of the
8-text cited by Blass in his Commentary must be
discussed in greater detail; but especially do we

’ need a searching inquiry into the relation of the
I Western text of the Acts to the Western text of

~ St. Luke’s Gospel, and indeed of all the Gospels.
Such an inquiry would not in Zöc1dèr’s judgment
be likely to overthrow the theory of Blass, though
it might lead to its modification in some details.

J. G. TASKER.
Ha1’ldswortll College.

- ._--

~afrnan+s ~.rar~taic (Redbm~
&~6B0~6/ 1

THIS will be found to be an exceedingly useful
supplement to the same author’s Grammatik d.

~~ jiid. palczst. Aramäisch, or to Strack’s,4briss, formerly
noticed in these pages. Its appearance is very

opportune while we hear so much discussion about
the IYIuttersprache of Jesus. The reading-lessons
include specimens of the Judxan (chosen for the
most part from the Targum of Onkelos and the

Targum to the Prophets) and the Galilean dialect

’ (from the Midrashim and the Palestinian Talmud),
I while the later mixed dialect is exhibited in

selections from the Jerusalem Targums to the
Pentateuch and the Prophets, and from the

Targum to Canticles. A passage from the Baby-
lonian Talmud is given to illustrate the charac-
teristic deviations of the Aramaic spoken by the
Jews in Babylon. Even the subject-matter of

’ these specimens enhances the value of the work,
whose utility is completed by an Aramaic-German
j vocabulary of the words that occur in the lessons.

I J. A. SELBIE.

1 Aram&auml;ische Dialektproben. Lesest&uuml;cke mit W&ouml;rterver-
zeichniss von Professor G. Dalman. Leipzig : J. C. Hinrichs ;London : Williams & Norgate, 1896. M. I. 80.
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Llt.egfQe’~ ~uFFfe1nenf fo tísc~enbot’f/
THE title, which we have quoted in full below,
will sufficiently indicate the nature of this new

work by Dr. Nestle. It is intended as a supple-
ment to O. de Gebhardt’s edition of Tischendorf,
and contains a complete collation throughout the
whole New Testament of the readings of Cod. D.
In view of the importance attached to this MS. by
Blass and others, it is a great boon to have its

readings rendered so accessible. It is needless

to say that the task could have been undertaken

by no one more competent than Dr. Nestle. The

value of the work is greatly enhanced by the
addition of the Agrapha of Jesus, fragments of

lost gospels (such as that of St. Peter), and the
alleged correspondence between Abgarus of Edessa
and Jesus. The little book is sure of a welcome

from all students of the New Testament.

J. A. SELBIE.

&horbar;&horbar;&horbar;~<&horbar;&horbar;

emons foe (~erioaieaf>~.
The Beast of the Apocalypse.

IN THE EXPOSITORY TIMES for October we gave
an account of a paper by Professor BRUSTON on
‘ The Four Empires of Daniel,’ which appeared
in the July number of the Rt:vlle de Tltcolo~t’e.
This has since been separately published along
with some studies in the Apocalypse, the results
of which, by the courtesy of the author, we are now
able to submit to our readers.
The Beast is, of course, identified with the

Roman empire, or rather the Roman emperor in
abstracto, although Bruston admits that the older
generation of Protestants were not without excuse
in tracing a reference to the Papacy. In the head
‘ smitten unto death ’ he refuses to find an allusion
to Nero, of whose return from a supposed con-
cealment among the Parthians there is said to

have been a widely-cherished expectation. As he

points out, it is not the head that is healed but the
beast (&VT6v not 6vr§s in Rev. xiii. 3), i.e. the

Roman empire. Moreover, the text speaks of the

past, not of the future, His death-stroke was

healed and the whole earth 7c~o~rdered.’ There is

more plausibility in the interpretation of Diister-
dieck and B. Weiss that the healing refers to the
reconstitution of the empire by Vespasian after

the death of Nero and the troublous times of

Galba, Otho, and Vitellius. But still better,
according to Bruston, is it to understand the

mortal wound of the assassination of Julius C~sar,
the real founder of the Roman dominion, and to
refer the healing of this wound to the re-establish-
men! of the erupire by ~1 rc~ rcstrcs. The other three

’kings who are fallen ’ (Rev. xvii. 10) are Tiberius,
Caligula, and Claudius. The sixth is Nero, under
whom the Apocalypse was written.
As to the number of the Beast, Bruston cannot

see his way to assent to the view of Reuss, Farrar,
and a great many other exegetes, that the numer-
ical equivalent 666 is to be derived from nDp fin>,
L~Te7’o11. Ii’esar. He sees a deeper element of

mystery than that. As Ronre itself is mystically
called Balylo~a, a similar mystical name must be
found for its abstract head, Ccrsar. Or, as he puts
it, Rome : Babylon : : Ca;sar : X. This X he

believes to be the name of the founder of the

Babylonian empire, the Nimrod of Gen. x. 8-io.

The name Nimrod, indeed, is numerically equal to
only ~94, but by the addition of the almost

universally emhloyed son of ... ,’ we get the
requisite number. In Genesis Nimrod is called
the son of Cush. Thus we obtain-

The Atonement.
I The Revzie de Tlaeologie for September contains
a most interesting and elaborate disquisition by
M. BERTRAND, entitled De la nature de 1’Expia-
tion.’ A distinction is drawn at the outset between

merely bearing the penalty of wrong-doing (the
passive side) and a free acceptance of, and

, acquiescing in, the punishment on the part of
the sufferer (the active side). If the obtaining of
God’s pardon for our sins demands this twofold

reparation, all history and experience prove that

the task is beyond human power to accomplish.
On the other hand, the gospel proclaims that Jesus

1 Novi Testanzenti Graeci supplementum editionibus de-

Gebhardt-Tischendorfianis, accommodavit E. Nestle. Insunt
Cod. Cantab. collatio, Evangeliorum deperditorum frag-
menta, Dicta Salvatoris Agrapla, alia. (B. Tauchnitz:

Lipsiae ; Williams & Norgate, London, I896.) 2 The medial in ? is not essential to the name.

 at Southern Illinois University Carbondale on June 4, 2015ext.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://ext.sagepub.com/


169

of Nazareth has accomplished it for us. In Geth- Isemane and on Calvary the Son of Man bore the I

terrible penalty of our disobedience, and in our i
name gave His assent to the divine condemnation I’of our sins. And not merely at these critical points
-~ His whole life was a passion.’
The paper deals fully with such objections as

that God demands nothing more from sinful man I
than true repentance. This contention is declared I

to be contrary to the New Testament and to the
moral instincts of man. Conscience refuses to

rest content with a mere subjective, apart from an
vljective reparation. ’The moral instinct,’ says I

Guizot, ’insists upon sitfeiiiig in order to atone

for a fault.’ Striking illustrations of the working
of this principle have been cited by Vinet from the
numerous instances in which undetected criminals
have given themselves up to justice. But this
material as well as moral suffering which the
human conscience demands, is provided on the
Cross of Calvary. Again, the spectacle of the

sufferings of Jesus is well fitted to awaken man
from illusions as to the trifling demerit of sin.
When the child of an earthly father has done 

I

wrong, the father will sometimes, at least, consider
it advisable to inflict punishment, even although
the child may be sincerely sorry for his fault. In
like manner, the Heavenly Father, before accord-
ing pardon to guilty men, obtained from their
Divine substitute an objective reparation, in order
thereby to mark His holy indignation against sin
side by side with His infinite love to sinners.

But what of the difficulty so often started, that it
gives no satisfaction to the conscience when the
innocent suffers for the guilty ? This objection,
strangely enough, is often urged most strongly by
men who admit that a law of solidarity reigns in
the material universe, whereby the innocent fre-

quently suffer for the guilty, whereby vicarious
merit or demerit affects the destiny alike of nations
and of individuals. But what is the doctrine of
the Atonement above stated but an application of
this same law to the religious sphere ? The truth i
is, there are infinitely more serious difficulties to i
be faced in vindicating the reign of the law of 

Isolidarity in the former sphere than in the latter.
The real difficulty is to conceive how an in- I
nocent person can feel himself responsible for the
faults of another. At this point M. Bertrand
is careful to explain that he does not hold the
ancient and once orthodox theory that Christ in

His passion suffered the torments of the damned
and personally bore the wrath of God. The latter

notion is both psychologically and morally im-
possible. As to the difficulty stated above, its

point is materially blunted by observing how the
father or the mother of an unworthy son will blush
for his degradation as if it were their own, and by
noting the terms in which the Old Testament

prophets humble themselves before God for she
sins of the peoPle (if. Lam. iii. 4z ; Dan. ix. I-20 ;

Ex. xxxii. 31-32). What they did for a nation

Christ has done for the world. Louis xiv. once

wrote : ’L’ttat c’est moi,’ Jesus cries from His

cross : L’Humanity c’est moi.’
A final objection is that the theory of substitu-

tion implies that offenders escape punishment,
whereas expiation to be real ought to be personal.
Any force which this objection possesses is re-

moved by the above consideration that humanity
is really summed up in Jesus Christ, and by noting
further that Jesus does not set His people free

from suffering for their sins, but teaches them the

right spirit in which to endure such suffering.
The expiation objectively accomplished by Him
must be reproduced and realised subjectively
in us.

The International Commentary.
The Th. Tijdschrift has duly chronicled the

appearance of the successive volumes of this series,
and given a careful review of each of them. In

the current number, Dr. VAN MANEN passes under
review Sanday-Headlam’s Romam and Gould’s

Mark. He has much to say in favour of both,
particularly of the former, whose arrangement of
material is convenient, while the ‘ Excursus’ it
contains on such points as the meaning of St’Katos
are specially commended as models of clearness
and conciseness, and as deserving of the attention
not only of those who are engaged in the study of
this epistle, but of students of the Pauline writings
in general. The whole is pronounced to be, from
many points of view, an excellent work, which may
be classed amongst the best commentaries of recent

times, and which has added materially to our

knowledge of the Epistle to the Romans. A word

of praise is bestowed, also, upon the independence
of the exegesis, which owns not the yoke of dog-
matic theology, but sets before it as its sole aim
to make the letter historically intelligible, which is

supposed to have been written eir. 58 A.D. by Paul
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to the Christian community at Rome. It will

startle some to hear that the strength, as well as
the weakness, of the book consists in the fact that
its authors occupy substantially the standpoint of
the Tubingen school. lvhat is meant by this is

apparently that they accept the same great epistles
as genuine which the Tiibingen school accepted.
Van Manen looks upon it as a serious defect
that much more space and attention are not be-
stowed upon the question of the genuineness and
the unity of Romans. Even with this serious draw- I
back he considers that the commentary has reached
the level of the best German works of a similar ’ 

I

kind; but for this defect he seems to imply
that it would have materially surpassed them.

It may be doubted if the majority of English
readers will agree on this point with the Dutch
theologian.
A still more eulogistic review of the Romans

commentary appears in the Tlzeol. Literaturzeitung I

of 7th November 1896. The writer is Dr. C. I
Clemen, himself well known for his studies on the
Pauline Epistles. He is thoroughly discriminating
in his treatment of the book. He is, of course,
doubtful about the destination of chap. xvi. being
Rome, and he does not always agree with the »
exegesis; but on some very important questions
in the latter department he is at one with

Sanday and Headlam. We may instance the
reference of the doxology in Rom. ix. 5 to Christ,
not to God, which is approved of by Clemen,
as well as the explanation of the phrase 8iKaioa-B1,q
Oeov, and the discussion of the relation of chap.
iv. to the Epistle of St. James. Alike for the
methods and the matter of the commentary
he expresses the warmest admiration. ‘ I desire
to emphasise the fact that even where one does
not agree with it, one can always learn from it.
... The variety of its contents makes this com-
mentary on the Romans the fullest of the series
hitherto published, while the trustworthiness of
its exegetical conclusions makes it one of the best
in existence....

‘ I trust that in Germany also it will receive
the attention and recognition it unquestionably
deserves. If the other volumes of the series
maintain the same high level, the undertaking
will become of international importance in a wider
sense than that intended by the editors, not only
for Great Britain and North America, but for all
the Christian nations of the world.’

A Crux Interpretum. ,

In the Zeitsch. f alttest. Wissensclt. (1896,
Heft ii. p. 297 f.), Dr. PEISER discusses the

meaning of Ps. xii. 7. Our Authorized Version

reads : ‘ The words of the Lord are pure words,
as silver tried in a furnace of earth, purified seven
times.’ The Revised Version adopts precisely the
same rendering, except that for a furnace of earth’
it substitutes ‘ a furnace on the earth.’ The exact

point of either of these expressions it is not easy
to discover. The reading of the Massoretic text is

Y,~S ~’~v~_ qa~5’ ~D3 which the Septuagint repro-
duces by apyrptor 7f’E7T’Up(~~.I,EVOV, ~orci~.~.cov 7&dquo;’Ô y’;~.
The 8orciyov, as Peiser remarks, shows, at least,
that whatever the Septuagint translators may

have read for 5’Sv3~ they did not take 3 as a pre-
position. Jerome rendered the last words separ-
atu~~z a terra, which indicates that the traditional
Hebrew text of his day, in place of 5’Sy3_, read a
word derived from a root meaning to separate.
Such a word is h’7n = tin, or base metal found

mixed with silver. We may then conclude, with
tolerable certainty, that the original text was ha~
h’7? ~1~1’~ ‘silver purged from tin’ (cf. Is. i. 25)-
This leaves the final word }’~t~5 still unaccounted
for. But the parallelismus memhrorunz seems to
demand here a substantive answering to silver in
the previous member, and going along with the

following mlnv3v i1~!.9. Hence Peiser has no

hesitation in changing 1&dquo; ’ib4~ 1 into j’1~I1 =aold. The

whole verse would thus read : The words of the

Lord are pure words, as silver purged from tin, as

gold purified seven times.’

Luther’s Grave.

In the course of recent operations connected
with the restoring of the Schlosskirche at Witten-
berg, a considerable amount of feeling was aroused
in Germany by a proposal to open the tombs of
Melanchthon and Luther. The carrying out of

this intention was ultimately prevented by the
direct interference of the Emperor. Dr. KBSTLIN,
who contributed to the discussion at the time, has
a short paper in the current number of Studien it.

Kritiken, which raises a question of even greater
moment, a question in which all Protestant

Christendom has an interest, namely, whether the
ashes of Luther really rest in the Schlosskirche at
all. It has been repeatedly alleged that during
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the war of Schmalkald the body of the reformer
was removed by his friends to a secret spot, whence
it was never retransported to Wittenberg. The

object of the removal is found naturally enough in
a desire to save the remains from possible insult
at the hands of the enemy. K6stlin finds the
earliest trace of such a belief in an oration by a
Professor Neumann of Wittenberg (1707), who
refers to it as z>etus opinio et quasi per mantis
tradita. Neumann does not indeed appear to

have shared the opinion, and K6stlin is able to

cite an earlier authority, a Wittenberg theologian
of 1602, who thanks God for the providence which
in i 547 secured ut Lutheri sepulchrum et cadaver
intacta prorsus et inviolata manerent.’ The origin
of the story is difficult to trace, but it will be a

a relief to many to be assured that it is no ceno-

taph, but the real tomb of the German reformer

that is shown at Wittenberg.

Systematic Theology.
We have to call the attention of readers to the

issue of the third ‘ Abtheilung’ of the Theol. Jaltres-
bericlit. This contains a list, with brief notices, of
the works in Systematic Theology which appeared
during the year 1895. Like its predecessors in the
same series, it may be safely commended for that
completeness and correctness which will make it

invaluable for reference.

J. A. SELBIE.
lllar~~crclter. ~

The Doctrinal Significance of the Revised Version.
BY THE REV. GEORGE MILLIGAN, B.D., CAPUTH.

THIRD PAPER.

WHEN we pass to passages in the Revised Version

bearing on the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, we can-
not but join in the widely-expressed regret that the
Revisers did not see their way to adopt the uniform
rendering of ’ Spirit’ for the Greek ~rvev~ca, but in
numerous passages have retained the archaic word
‘ Ghost.’ For not only is the word now meaning-
less, except in the sense of disembodied spirit,
but its use obscures the vital relation between the

spirit of man and the Spirit of God. That, yielding
to the demands of the context, the Revisers have
made the change in certain passages,-such as

Luke ii. 25-27, ‘the Holy Spirit was upon him
... it had been revealed unto him by the Holy
Spirit .. , he came in the Spirit’; or iv. i,

’ Jesus, full of the Holy Spirit ... was led by the
Spirit’; or i Cor. xii. 3, ~, ‘ and no man can say,
Jesus is Lord, but in the Holy Spirit.... There
are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit,’-only
makes us wish the more that it had been con-

sistently maintained.
Moreover, had this been done, it might have

been found more possible to preserve the important
distinction between ~rvEV~,a with and without the
definite article. In the first case, it would seem

always to point to the personal Spirit; in the

second, to mark rather one of His manifestations

or operations.’ English idiom would in any case
have made this distinction very difficult to observe ;
but while we cannot speak of ‘ in Holy Ghost,’
still less of ’ in Ghost,’ we might have grown accus-
tomed to ’ in Holy Spirit’ and ’ in Spirit.’ ~ 2 As,
however, this distinction is not made in the

Revised Version, it lies beyond our present scope
to dwell upon it further,3 and we must pass to
another point, the well-known designation of the
Holy Spirit, 6 7rapá.KÀr¡Tor;. Here again, contrary to
expectation, the translation ’ Comforter ’ has re-
tained its place in the text; but the margin at
least supplies us with the more exact rendering
’Advocate,’ in the active sense of one who helps
or pleads in our behalf. An important aspect of
the Spirit’s work, otherwise apt to be lost sight of, is
in this way brought before us ; while none can now

1 See Westcott, Commentary on St. John, vii. 39.
2 A similar distinction between &nu;&oacute;&mu;o&sfgr;, abstract law, and

&oacute; &nu;&oacute;&mu;o&sfgr;, its embodiment in Mosaic law, has been largely
observed throughout such passages as Rom. ii. 12, iii. 19 sq.,
iv. 13 sq., vii. I sq., Gal. iii. I0 sq., though, unfortunately,
the amended translation is often relegated to the margin.
Where no correction has been made, as in Rom. ii. 25, 27
(second occurrence) ; iii. 21 ; iv. 14 ; Gal. iii. II, 18, 21,
23, the meaning correspondingly suffers. 

3 Its theological significance will be found discussed by
Professor Milligan, The Ascension and Heavenly Priesthood
of our Lord, p. 204 sq.
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